
\\., , .iouid be..., t.;reaty • . blppatein replied that t1w J'IG ~F 
be sure that.they would n.ot run into c~rgea of treaty vi~lation 

' j 
!' , t t,:eaty entered into force. .I 

:. '·; ·, < 
3. . The following l'IG questions · and US answer• were . _J 
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ACTION: Amelllbaaay BOD 

~~,J~:1~3?. ~ 
Jll .. li/J/11/ 

· ,,_._ 1. At his request. Amb. xnappstein came 1n with von •~•n 

~.;t, d~ewaa q~ations. raised re m which ~d be~' nc•ive~f fr• ;i''i 
• '··.' • ' .,. ' >, .• ,· •• ; ,,. . •• <• :· ·' : ... 

Bonn. He aaid Brandt wanted as much information u poea.ible f,ei: CM 
> * Of t:1- _.ting of lederal.Defense C~cil on 20 January. CD :! 

i -· , ··.' ,, .••• : .- .'. • • • 'l., ;#:·/ :,-.. 

2. After welcoming :icn.ppatein, roster said we ~· JlOt 

expe~t $We to 1"t enthuaiastic about some of our interpteta.tio.lt(I;_ ·,,,_.;:fl 
. .. . ., .... ,.. . ·: ··~:··'''~i~,;'.. 

~ • ... • • .• ''s-, 

of the treaty but they bad agxeed that those things Whic:h wep' 

aot pro~bited were ,-permitted. A.a long as thetr noeea ... not ·~ 
"r~.-:. .: 

n,1,1,ed in ·these matters, they might not react adveraely •. lnlt:,:~ 
·,-' , ; . ~). 1:., -.. ,. t. .. interpretations were Wl'itten in large DHD. ligb.p, t-.,- ··. .. 
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r covered, -, 
(Q.) . 11,ld S""9 ••dPt:lt.a'I -fUJ.Uultattona were .permitted by lQT'l 

(A.) ,..,.r·:,aid Secretary l.ullk had •de clAr that .lft could 

not ~m -hew we talked to our allies. Gr9D1yko ba4l aaid £tut that 

he was not raising C(uestion of consultation in NPr and-later that 

SCnr• did not suggest UT include -provision banning conaultaticm.. 
endorse 

POiter aaid Sova clearly did not wiah/•m•• McNamara coamittee • 

and that we might continue to expect criticUm. of:RA'fO eonnltations. 

A eurge that 11uch eonaultatieuviolated lff, however• wdd-be 

another •tter.' 

(Q.) was our definition of "control" accepted by ·so,,a, were 

all •••urea abort of final stage of tranafer peX"llittedt 

(A.) roster replied that Sova had objected that earlier US 

definition of control explicitly authorized PIG firing nuclear 

weapena after eonaent of tJ8 given. Sova could· J10t ex,reasly·approve 

1uch language. we told Sova .we not insist- upOn US definition ia of 

control h m. We have not said we disagreed with definit10n.. 

They have not given Uli any definition -of their own. In our view, 

control clearly transferred if independent power to fin nuclear 
• 

WINlpcms given. On other hand, control not tra•ferdd if a· veto 

L _J 
.. 

.aBeUT 
Classification ·= 0$322A ~ftON:--ElrT 
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" le' .. 
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r gi v,n to fi,... D~~--f 1r'4POD8 . deple>y"ed on ftG te:t:ritory • Quick 

reacti.en ale~t proc::•~• permit variOl,18 &ctiona with rea,ect to 

war••d• · witho~_ vio~tion ·of prohibition on "transfer" in us 

~tioual leJ~latioD.. Sova aware of e:x:ieting,arrangementa, aaid 

that w.- inte~ret t;eaty aa not requiring changes in existing arrange

•ntl. · they. undentand cle~rly that what is 'JlOt prohibited ia 

pe~t:tad. . . 
(Q.) Whether in US view NPt would permit exchanging new 

weapons for old in existing arrangements or permit other change• 

re•ulting from technical developments? 

(A.) laster said nothf:ng in treaty bears on deploymant of 

nuclear weapons J nothing deals with exchanges of new weapana for 

,Jld within.existing arrangements. 

(Q.) Whether Sova agree with US view that RPr would pexmit 

~ac:q\liaition of nuclear weapons by • European union with a central 
. . . 

. poUtical authority •11.tci a common foreign aµd ~fense policy J did 

they •1r•• wit~ points made in J&n'\l&ry 13 oral note? 

(A.) roster said we had told Sova that a new United Stat•• 

. of ~ope- would succeed to nuclear assets of UK or lrance. They 

>- ~- n,ot complained about this interpretation but the leaa •said .-

L. about it publicly• the better. Knappstein replied it was unavaidabl.J 

r 
.. S~T 

Classification 

. fflA.)1 Cl'\ 
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I thAlt this question would be discussed every day in Burope. I 
step 

(Q.) Gould an DC•• an intermediate/m:&p to political union 

possess all kiade of delivery vehicles, including those in which 

nuelear wffhM.a and carriers could not be separated? 

(A.) !'oater replied NF.r did not deal with delivery vehicles 

of 8D1 kind and Sova had agreed to this in private.. However, any 

diacuuion of an EDC or multilateral force involving nuclear delivery 

vehicles should be kept in u low a key as possible. If wa made 

a.te.tement saying this O.K. might jeopardize treaty We do not Q 

propose to discuss this fully with anyone else. 

Warheads of US missiles, including Polaris, are physically 

separable from their carriers. :no was aware that existing quick ~ 

"4.Ction alert procedures resulted in mounting US warheads on FRG 

aircraft under certain circUlll8tanaes. However, custodial arrange

ments worked out between two countriC!s permitted transfer of carriers 

without transfer of warheads within meaning of US atomic energy 

legislation. NPT did not, in our view, prohibit similar custodial 

arrangement for other carriers. Knappstein said it was then 

theoretically possible to have a fleet of Polaris submariues•with 

wa~ locked up .and aafeguardad aepa:cable · £~om delivery vehicles. 

L 
i: 
I SBCUT 
+ I Classification 
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Classification 

Meek.er said we take · pQaitiAP. e.4 Sova accept that arr1. ... nt;J today I 
are consistent with oblJ.sat:ion in US national J.egialat;i.pn npt to 

transfer. Sova undal':tltaitd that we are not u.x,.dertaking by NPT to 

change a.Jlf.ating arrangements but we could not aak Sova to appi:ove 

extension of this concept. for the future in another context. It is 

our view, of course, that NF.I deals with warheads, not wi,.th delivery 

vehicles • An arrangement conc.emin.g <:le.livery vehicles yhich did no~ 

result in a txanafex of warheads or control over them. would nQt~ in 

our vio'W, be prohibited. 

(Q.) Was the US understanding that nucle4r weappn includes 

only warheads acceptable to the Sovs? 

(A.) Foster said the So,rs agree that NF.C did not deal wit~ 

delivery vehicles. 

(Q.) Vlul#WX WhetherADMa are purely defensive weaponaf 

(A.) roster said NPT text did not differentiate 'between 

offensive and defensive weapon$. It would apply to Ame. wJ:i.icb were 

I 

(Q.) Had Sova agreed to possible FB.G right of veto over 

foreign-owned nuclear weapons on Germ.t.n soil? 

(A.) roster aai4 thia had not bee.n raise4. bu,t. that we (\id 

L .~ ... ••• how treaty in1;;enci,d to .inhibit trigpril\g ~llC.l~.r war in _J 

= J>S.mA (;.l(lss.i/i'i;ati on 
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·r future could be iD.t.ez:pn.t:ed a.a prohibiting :an ad.dit1 ... 1 veto;.. I 
1Jlappttltia1_.id they Ul'lderatoocl. that the quution of veto 

would be betw~ tha-Pataident and tha Chancellor •. Jlonver, if, a 

mN•:1.IJa ,or cmltrol organ:lsation. wexe naea,sary to a£factuat• the 

veto, did tbat violate ,the treatyf 

Foater repl.Ud that the Pnaident- might want a m.l.:ltary 

advU~. to help him but ,he would not rMtuira an organiaetiea in t:hl. a · 

..... :. xna,,.teiu said thia . aNmeCi to .an that • ~1•· 

lftlU]d not prov• to be mcesaary. 

(q,.) Bad,Sov1 in talk.a tried to limit peaceful. nuclear 

,, ~i coopexation other than re nuclear ·-1os1ve devices1 would f\111·- and ~r-

i ~r&m1111led coope,:ation be penittedt · FIG uncluetamH:as wafJ e.ly 

i:ab:IJ,iticm waa upon peaceful explosives. 

(A.) roster aaid- ttutre waa no, otbar iahf.bitiena US policy · 

favoxed peaceful ·11.Uclaar e,ccbangea. ·. Sev Geneva draft treaty con-

~hUed- SOJ.DII peaceful .«)Operatton·but we got them to tak• this 

.out:. 

Xnappatein aak.ed lfbather the treaty left open all 

,-aibilitiea for ceoperaticm whieh wed le ft c,pen 1,y th.ii MeMttb.on 

L Ac.*• ; , rt..her. said then waa a. a~hat greater reatrioticm wlth _J 
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respect to transfers of nuclear weapons to nucleaX'"'.''WHPon atatea, butl 

not with respect to nc;m,~~lear-weapon states. 

Kn&ppat$, qJc:,d what concessiom Sova had mAde t;o bxing 

treaty i.Jlt0: cQll.aiatency with US atomic energy legislation. 

rps.tar a.ai,q.. priJDarily the ~rohibition on 't:ran,1fer" . w}µch 

•ntt~ i,n .us legisati.Qn,. . ru.i.r added th,lt other concessions 

included elimination from s.ov Geneva draft of prohibitic::)Jl on tranafer 

e>t ~rol over the "emplac8lll8n.t II of nuelear weapons which rai4•d 

..-uen about existing depl~nt arrangements. Also eliminA~ed 

, w•~ ~ferencea to "use.II of nuclear weapons such as prohibition on 

t.J:anllJlittal of information which c411. be emp.loyed for purposes of 

11uae" of .such weapons.. !his would heve prevented training of allied 

ti:oops for possible use of nuclear weapons in event of war. 

(Q .. ) Whether word "purpose" in Art,. 'IV referred to premable 

and if so, what was wording of preamble? 

. (A.) Foster said. we did not have an agreed or final dx:aft 

of p~eamble. We hope to aee it state objectives such aa general 

and complete disarmament, turning down of the nuclear arms race, 

&lld reductions ill nuclear arsenals. 

Knappstein .a.a.id that i:J; preamble stated nucllliar-weapon 
bad L atatea /t,,i. to reduce nuclear arsenals and this was not aecompliahed _J 

., 
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by the end of the .,fi.ve-y•ar p•od• cauld w:Lthtlraw•l by noa-nuc~,i:- I 
weapon· a ta tea beeome effective? 

!'oater aaid auch atatea might take this view. (If this 

• point 11 railed in further dilcuaaions, refer to points made in 

ST.AU 109454.) ~2¥ . MD£ I ~XMW .. rr:w,nr 

(Q.) Knappatein asked how assurances of fullest conaultations 

wea conaJ.stent with roster statement that changes in treaty text 

would be difficult. K;nappatein recognized that Gellnans 4'ould 11:111 

have to be aware of the facts of life ..... the negotiation1 bad been 

a,:duous and difficult. But he asked .,...._., whether it was 

tbtoreticall:y open to make changes in the text. 

(A.) rcater said it was. NPr waa ,!!! referendum but aa 

Kn&ppatein bad recognized, changes would be difficult. 

(Q.) Would a new United States of Europe hAlve to acdept the 

j obligations of the lift or would it be free to decide whether or 

uot to join? 

(A.) Meeker said usual rule of international law was that a 

new state did not automatically inherit the obligations of its 
• 

pndecueor sutes. aawever, we would hope and expect a United 

L _J 
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r States of Europe would be a party to liP.tl if it did not join, other -i 
parties might have to reconsider their position on treaty. 

G:P...l. END 
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